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U.S. ENVI~CNMENTAL PE<CTECTICN AGENCY 

PUBLIC MEETING 

~E~~T CF P~OCEEDINGS had on March 6, 

1995 at the Grantee City Township Hall, Granite City, 

Illinois. 

* * * * * * * 

MS. PASTO~: Thanks for coming. My name 

is Sue Pastor. I'm the community relations 

coordinator for tbis project for the NL Industries/ 

Taracorp Superfin~~Site. And most of you know Brad 

Bradley, the proj•tt manager for the project. And we 

have another person who may look familiar to you from 

the last meetinq.·· This is our court reporter that is 

taking down all the proceedings for tonight. And when 

we get to the public comment portion on the agenda, if 

you are going to make a comment, a verbal comment, 
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1 come up to the microphone, and JUSt like last time, 

2 state y our name , s p e 11 i t , if you nee d to , i f it ' s a 

3 difficult name for the court reporter to pick up. 

4 I hope you all signed in. We have two 

5 sign-in tables, and that will ensure that you stay on 

6 our mailing list, and make sure we have your correct 

7 name and address, your name spelled correctly, and 

8 your address is current. And the agendas, and we also 

9 have extra proposed plan fact sheets. So if you 

10 didn't get one in the mail, or if you would like an 
.. 

11 extra one, feel free to take some more on your way 

12 out, and that will explain sQme of the things that we 

13 will be talking about, or all of the things we are 

14 taking about tonight, and that is about our proposed 

15 plan for cleanup for the site. 

16 If you read through it, we have three 

17 portions that Brad will talk about. The main 

18 industrial area, and ground water, and remote fill. 

19 And he will talk about that, and tell a little bit 

20 about the history of the site. Then we will take your 

21 questions. Then we'll take your comments. The 

22 comment period goes through March 20. By the way, we 

23 have had a request for extension for that comment 

24 period already. So we will be taking care of that. 
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1 That will bring us ~o something like April 20, April 

2 19. We'll count 30 days, and put a notice in the 

3 paper. So we'll pe e~tending the comment period 

4 another 30 d~ys. 

5 If you~ like what you read, and would 

6 really like to qet into it, we have more documents 

7 pertaininq to the site over at the public library. 

8 That information i~ in the depository, and the 

9 administrative ~~cQrd. That is the file of everythinq 

10 that leads up t~ our decision here on this project. 

11 So if you'd really like to read this sort of thint, we 

12 

13 

14 

have a lot more ov'~ there. Otherwise, hopefully, 

this will supply it for you, qive you what you need. 

By the way, we also want to mention that 

15 we have the rooa until 10 o'clock. so we'll need 

16 about 9:30 to bre&J up and put the chairs away, and 

17 thinqs like that. so around 9:30 we will try to wrap 

18 up, and you can btn9 around a little bit. If you need 

19 to talk to Brad af~e'rward about something individual, 

20 brad will bang arou~d. But we will be kicked out at 

21 10 o'clock. 

22 One .. ore thing, too, I don't know if you 

23 notice, but we have a gentleman videotaping back 

24 there. It's just for our internal use. It's not to 
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put you on television, or anything like that. It's v 
just to tape the meeting, and the presentation, and 

the comments, and questions that are asked so some of 

Brae's co-wor~ers can look at that who couldn't come 

tonight. There's no reason to be leary of that at 

all. 

I'd like to also thank our friends from 

Illinois EPA who loaned us their slide projector, and 

are helping with the sign-in table. If you need 

anything, Michelle is in the back of the room, and she 
·-

can get you anything you need. Bob Rogers is atadding 

in the back. Be is going to work the lights, and he 

can help you with anything, if you have any questions, \_/ 

particularly State matters. We also have a new person 

joining our team, and his name is sam Burroughs, and 

he is sitting in the middle here, and he will be 

helping Brad with the field work that will be going 

on. So if you do~•t see ~rad at all in the 

neighborhood or town this year, you most likely will 

see Sam, and you can feel free to hail him down, call 

him up, leave him messages just like you would do 

Brad. If you need anything, Sam will be able to take 

care of you. 

so I guess I'll let Brad talk about the 
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"-'·- - 1 history, and explain the proposed ~lan to you. 

2 MB. BRACLEY: All right. Let's see. 

3 What we are talking about again, for those of you who 

4 may r.ot be aw-are of this, is the NL Industries/ 

5 Taracorp Site loc~ted at 16th and Cleveland here in 

6 Granite City. Do you need more lights down? 

7 What I have up there is just a general 

8 site location map, and the Taracorp smelter created 

9 several waste streams that we've studied, and had 

10 plans to deal with; one of which is the stack 
.. 

11 emissions that settled in people's yards, and . 
12 contaminated a lot of the neighboring residential 

\..--·· 
13 yards with lead. 

14 Another waste stream is the Taracorp 

15 pile, which is the large slag heap at the main site 

16 area. And then there is a third waste stream where 

17 hard rubber battery case material was used as fill 

18 material in the nelqhboring communities, such as 

19 Venice and Eagle Park Acres. And what we are here to 

20 talk about tonight is the Taracorp slag pile, and the 

21 ground water contamination that is coming from that, 

22 and also the hard rubber battery case material fill 

23 areas. We've done some work on the battery case fill 

24 areas, but because there is so many more of them than 
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1 we thought intially -- Cnce we got down there, we l 
2 found out it's really in about every alley in Venice, 

3 and seemingly every other yard in Eagle Park. So what 

4 we've done is, since that information that we were not 

5 aware of at the time of the 1990 record of decision, 

6 we're reevaluating that, as well as the Taracrop pile, 

7 because ground water contamination that we discovered 

8 in 1992 is something that we were also not aware of in 

9 1990 when we had the initial record of decision to 

10 deal with that pile. 

11 What I will do is I'll qo through th' 

12 alternatives. We've broken them down into three 

13 areas, just for_ clarity, and also that gives us more v 
14 options to choose from than if we were combining them 

15 altogether. The first area is the main industrial 

16 area, and that is the Taracorp pile and the BV'G 

17 Transport, Rich Oil property~ and Trust 454 property 

18 where st. Louis Recyclers used to operate. And the 

19 alternatives were alternative M-A, which is really 

20 capping the pile. This is basically the same 

21 alternative that we had put in the record of decision 

22 in 1990 to deal with the Taracorp pile. 

23 Alternative M-B is taking the entire pile 

24 and building a landfill on-site, and putting in that 

'--J I 
I 
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~·-- 1 landfill, as well as the conta~inated properties 

2 surrounding it, such as BV&G Transport, Trust 454. 

3 Alternative M-Cl is source removal to 

4 off-site landfill, off-site treatment of hazardous 

5 waste. That 'would be basically taking the whole pile, 

6 and other contaminated material around to a landfill, 

7 and letting the• treat it at the landfill. 

8 Then.we have alternative M-C2, which 

9 would be simliar M-Cl. However, we would treat the 

10 material on-sitel or another possibility following 
.. . 

11 this would be to take it to a treatment facility, such 

12 as a secondary lead smelter that could hopefully deal 

13 with the entire pile. 

14 Then lastly, alternative M-D, which is a 

15 rather extensive recycling option, where we actually 

16 sort everything on-site into plastic, rubber, slag, 

17 and every other element that is in the pile, and then 

18 try to recycle or di apose of all of those various 

19 waste streams ••parately. We are not going to recycle 

20 plastic, and maybe melt down some of the lead. The 

21 leakage that we found in the pile 

22 Just to run you through these briefly,. 

23 before I explain what alternative we are proposing 

24 tonight to deal with the Taracorp pile, we evaluate 
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1 this with nine criteria. And you can just read 

2 through these briefly. Things like overall 

3 effectiveness of the remedy; will it take care of the 

4 problem? And what is the long-term effectiveness? 

5 Also, what i' the short-term effectiveness? Will it 

6 create a problem while you are putting it into place? 

7 Also, compliance with the applicable laws, and also 

8 whether or not we can do it. Obviously, that's 

9 important. One, the technology exists, and can it be 

10 done fairly easily, and coat, and then state 
.. 

11 acceptance. What we are here today to address is~ 

12 community acceptance. 

13 Then that brings ua to what our 

14 recommended alternative about it is. I will say a 

15 little bit more about this at the end of the 

16 presentation. Our recommended alternative after doing 

17 further studies on this and including, you know, the 

18 conaideration of the groundwater contamination is 

19 alternative M-A, which is capping the pile. Basically 

20 tbe aame thing as we propoud, or as we actually put 

21 into the record of decision in 1990. 

22 Now, with respect to the remote fill 

23 areas, again we found a lot more of them than we had 

24 anticiFated, and some of these area are a lot worse 
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1 than others. Some of the alleys have battery chips, 

2 you know, from street to street; other ones just have 

3 a few chips mixed in over a rather extensive length. 

4 And w e h a v e tw o p r o p o sa 1 s . we c a n e i t h e r de a 1 w i t h i t 

5 the way we have been dealing with it, which is ~F-B, 

6 which is basically ~emove it if it's over 500 parts 

7 per million lead, and trea~ it on-site, or at the 

8 landfill. That's what we've been doing. 

9 Or we have ~F-A, which is a combination. 

10 Wherever we have a yard or something that is not a 
.. 

11 paving use, like driveway or alley, we would dig fhat 

12 up as we have been doing. But with the driveways and 

13 alley, we would .simply pave over it, if it's not 

14 grossly contaminated. 

15 And tbe one we are recommending is RF-A, 

16 which is the combination of digging up the ones that 

17 have uses that 'are not paving uses, and getting rid of 

18 that, and back f'111"ing it, restoring it; and then also 

19 paving over the alleys, driveways, et cetera that 

20 aren't grossly ~o~taminated. 

21 Lastly, we have the ground wa·ter 

22 contamination, which is again what we had detected in 

23 1990, and the levels are fairly high. Sometimes they 

24 are over 10 times· the standard downgradient, or 
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1 downstream with respect to the ground water from the 

2 pile itself, and the water moves in a south-southwest 

3 direction. 

4 And we have alternative G-A, which just 

5 basically is monitor the situation, and allow it to 

6 attenuate, which means the contaminated levels come 

7 down naturally with time. Unfortunately, that will 

8 probably be quite a bit of time, because lead doesn't 

9 degrade as readily as some other chemicals. 

10 We have alternative G-B, which is 

11 basically the containment the water on-site runs aown, 

12 and then not let the contaminated run expand at all, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

and then the water that we have to extract, to contain 

that we would take it to a publically-owned treatment 

works, which we have got increments. 

And the last option for the ground water 

17 is more extensive remediation, where we would do the 

18 containment, but also install what is known as a 

19 slurry wall, which is a vertical barrier that would 

20 prevent the ground water from moving any further in a 

21 given direction. We put the vertical barrier up to 

22 keep it from moving any further, and then also extract 

23 the water as in G-B, and dispose of it at the local 

24 public ground water treatment works. 

10 



1 And in any of those options, we would 

2 also monitor it. We would be monitoring the 

3 situation. The orily way we have to do that is to 

4 follow the initi'"al 'network of wells that was placed 

5 and don't really qo off the property. It doesn't go 

6 any further than Trust 454, since we have contained it 

7 in those wells. W~'ve got to put some wells further 

8 down in the south~~a:outhwest direcion to see how far 

9 the contaminati~n Was gone. 

10 Ancf 'the recommended alternative for the 

11 ground water is t-1, which is basically containint the 

12 

13 

contamination an8 "aisposing of the water that we have 

to extract, cdntbri that at the publically owned 

14 treatment works. 

15 Tb.n just -- This is just a summary of 

16 the recommende·a ·.-lt•rnativea. And the next step that 

17 we are qoinq to ~ake is, as Sue said, we've already 

18 bad a request for an extension for the public-comment 

19 period, which br'in9• us up to something like April 18 

20 or 11. Once we get all the comments in, then we will 

21 prepare a res~~Yeness summary to those comments. 

22 Then we'll is•n:at:aclsion backing it that will 

23 explain, you knetr, what we are actually going to do 

24 for those three' source areas that are the Taracorp 
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pile, the ground water and the remote fill areas that 

we have dealt with already. And just to give you a 

kind of guideline, we hope to complete that analysis 

and response to the comments by approximately the end 

of June this year. 

And I want to just go through three 

points briefly. There may be some misunderstanding 

with respect to what capping is. First of all, and I 

worked on another site, an asbestos site, that is 

obviously not too attractive as the Taracorp pile is, 

and this is an aerial view of the site before we ~id 

anything. You can see the white area where they had 

been dumping fiberglass and asbestos. There is a lot '-1 

of water in there where they settle out the asbestos 

and fiberglass fibers from tbeir waste water, and then 

there is also some dry waste areas where asbestos 

fibers are basically sticking right up in contact with 

the air. 

And this is located right on Lake Michigan. 

And then this is what some of tb- close-up shots look 

like. They used off specificat·ions rolls of w_aste; 

baaically sludge· to build this. Thia is what it 

looked like before we did anything. This ·is all waste 

material, and there is a shot, a long one, of the 

12 



1 ponds. Again, all of that stuff in the foreground is 

2 either asbestos in a free form, or an 

3 asbestos-containing-product that•s off specification. 

4 And then the shot here is-- This is 

5 after we had'done the surface grading of the site, and 

6 had placed the fi-rst layer of the cap. In this case, 

7 this cap is a li~tle bit different than what we would 

8 do here. The first layer was sand. so what you see 
. I . 

9 there is now sand-. Sand is cove ring all these 

10 
• :) :''> i.. 
asbestos-containing areas. And then lastly we put 

.. 

11 clay, then topso"ii down, . then planted sort of a n~tive 

12 grass species on top of it. The grass had not fully 

13 
' •.. Jj; 

grown at this point. You can see all the green area 

14 where the grass waa taking at that point. That was a 

15 couple years ago. Now it just sort of looks like a 

16 park up there. .Kn·d I know that I have heard some 

17 people say some douents about capping. I just want 

18 to clear it up, tnat what we are talking about is not 

19 going to look like it does today. It will be 

20 something v~ere we put roughly a three-foot layer of 
.' -

21 
.. ,,_1,: '.J ,., " 

various materials over it, and grow vegetation on top. 

22 You can turn th·e lights back up at this point. 

23 Another issue I wanted to just briefly 

24 address was the idea of dust when we would be grading 

13 



1 the p i 1 e f or t he c a ~ p i n g • And t hi s i s some t hi n g t h a t 

2 we've done a lot of research on with the realization 

3 that in moving this material around there is a 

4 potential that dust can be generated. Simply watering 

5 or something,like with a firehose probably wouldn't 

6 control it. But what we've put into a cross testing 

7 for capping is a provision for rather extensive dust 

8 control measures. We feel that we can certainly 

9 control the dust at acceptable levels, which will also 

10 control another concern, and that is recontamination 
.. 

11 of the yards that have already been remediated. 1here 

12 are a handful of yards that have been cleaned up that 

13 are all very close to the smelter and the Taracorp v 
14 pile, and we feel that we can also control that. 

15 And lastly, just a word on, you know, the 

16 reevaluation we went through why we are proposing the 

17 cappin9. I think that we probably -- the big9eat 

18 burden on everyone's mind is what we do with the pile 

19 aore ao tbaa probably remote fill areas, especially in 

20 Gr•nite City. And what it boils down to is capping 

21 and removal of the pile would both take care of the 

22 direct contact problem. If someone were to climb the 

23 fence and get on the pile, the cap would put about a 

24 three feet barrier between that person and the waste 
. i 
·-....._~ 
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materiaL Takin·q the pile out otviously would c:;et rid 

of the problem en·ti"rely, but both cf them would take 

care of an individual actually getting into direct 

contact with -it. ·And in the case of a kid getting it 

into their mQuth :'and ingesting it. Then another 

concern with the pile is dust. Although dust levels 

are not over the~•tandards, it's obvious that there is 

some dust that t• Still released from the pile. 

Capping would ta.Jc• care of that, as well as the 

removal of the ~fle entirely. And the only major 

difference betwe·en;~the two ~s if you take the pile 

out, you've tak•lf the source of the ground water 

contami na'ti on Nay. If you cap it, what that does is 

drastically slows down the rate at which the lead 

leaches out of tie pile. It's not clear to us whether 

that rate would'"'" within the standards or· not at this 

point, but tbe difference in coat between the two is 

about approzimat•lY $30 million. To cap it is about 

f5 •illion, to remove it entirely is about $35 

million, and "hltt,fl.f've faced was a decision of, okay, 

if we spend $38!Mtlion to get rid of it, what do we 

get back? We rt41l·y don• t get a lot back tor that. 

All we do i ~ -r..a-e the source of the qro·und water 

contaminatio·n, ,tJu,t under the alternative that we are 

15 



1 

2 

3 

proposing with the ground water alternative, G-e, we 

are going to contain that contamination, and we also 

don't have any~ne drinking that ground water. we 

4 don't have a~yone here identified. We checked, and r 

5 think everyo~e is on City water. That is really why 

6 we are faced with a cost effectiveness decision. That 

7 is why we chose t.he cappinq. We didn't feel it was 

a worth $30 million more to take care of a ground water 

9 problem that we can actually contain quite easily for 

10 a lot less money. And we did do a lot of research on 

11 it. That's one reason why --We had initially wa~ted 

12 to combine this public meeting with the public meeting 

13 we had a couple.months ago with the soil cleanup level 

14 for tbe residential areas. But we did a pilot study 

15 on the pile where we actually were doing six test pits 

16 into it, and we saw -- Ne wanted to see how effective 

17 our dust control measures might be. Ne also checked 

18 for lead contamination or organic contamination and 

19 fuel value for the purpose of seeing whether a 

20 HconcJary lead smelter migbt be able to take the pile. 

21 And unfortunately, the results of that made it clear 

22 that if a secondary lead sael ter were to take the 

23 pile, it would take them a long time to get rid of it, 

2 4 because the 1 ea d content was so high that they would 

!6 



1 have to mix in a little bit of this pile slowly over 

2 time. And just a ballparK estirr.ate of 20 years was 

3 ~iven to us. But.I went by an individual's estimate 

4 that it would t•5e 20 years to get rid of that pile at 

5 that rate. ~nd with all of that in mind-- We didn't 

6 get a firm estiaate from any smelters, either. We got 

7 indications that the cost of taking it there would be 

8 similar to the landfill option, which is about $35 

9 million. so that is the research we did on it, and we 

10 checked the coat estimates very carefully. Because, 

11 to be honest with you, I would rather have the pile 

12 out, if we coul•0 afford it. we are just not getting 

13 much result fol~t~e:eztra $30 million. 

14 SO"<Wi th that, we will just move on to the 

15 questions. Okay. 

16 Ml• -PASTOR: What questions do you have 

17 for us? Anytbiat? Would it be easier -- I don't know 

18 if you need to~coae to the mic. Can you? 

19 Q. Ro• You can hear me. I can yell for 

20 bog•, and theyJd hear me. My question is: You are 

21 talking about puaping the water out of the ground and 

22 putting it intQ- our sewer lines to go out to the 

23 treatment plaatr aad expect our treatment plant to 

24 treat the lead". ~f.ore the water is put out into the 

, -... 
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1 Mississippi or whatever. I think it's the 

2 Mississippi. Now, what in the world do you use to 

3 kill this lead? I mean, it's been seeping into the 

4 ground for so many years now, how do you kill it? 

5 What do you use? 

6 M~. BRADLEY: Well, you don't really kill 

7 lead. 

8 Q. Well, I know. 

9 MR. B~ADLEY: I understand there are some 

10 compounds that can actually destroy certain things • 
.. 

11 unfortunately, that ia not the ~ase with lead. But 

12 what you do is if it's feasible and it exceeds the 

13 standards for this stream, which I guess it would be v 
14 in this case, since it's over the limit, it would 

15 basically just who knocks it out of the water and 

16 makes it so that the lead can be combined with· 

17 something that would just take it out of the water, 

18 atop it. That is ~hat this would do? I wouldn't want 

19 to see it just pumping riqht into the Mississippi. 

~0 MR. BRADLEY: No. We would extract it 

21 from several wells. And some of the wells might not 

22 be contaminated. We miqht just need to do that to 

23 contain it. Obviously, some of the ones we wanted out 

24 where the edqe of the flume is we will be overseeing 

18 



1 by the flume, and we wouldn't discount that, because 
\..._..;_ -

2 not --

3 Q. The reason I ask that question, too, I 

4 know of so many people that have wells in their yards 

5 just to, you.know, water the grass. And, you know, if 

6 it's got lead in it1 it would be going right into the 

7 ground where they are watering. 

8 MR. BRADLEY: Yeah. Well, that is true. 

9 One thing that would be important to utilize is if the 

10 ground water is flowing as slowly as we seem to think 
.. 

11 it does, it may not run at all. Even though it's !'been 

12 years and years~ iii pile has been impassive. But 

13 that is something we need to determine. 

14 I know of one individual who has a well 

15 for watering tba.t we are going to test to see if 

16 that's actually aoaething that has picked up the lead. 

17 I don't know if it's down any further. I don't know 
7 

18 how many other people have. He is the only one I am 

19 faailiar with. Me will check that and see what we 

20 get. Just so you know, the relative concentration 

21 when you are dealinCJ with the water, the st-andard 

22 is-- The state standard is 7.5 parts per billion of 
·-

23 lead. It's actually very diluted. That's the -- That 

24 is what causes the health impact when you are talking 

19 



1 about soil, the level that the EPA has been using for 

2 its cleanup, 500 parts per million to clean up for 

3 that, such as soils, that's actually about a thousand 

4 times more concentrated. So if someone is actually 

5 putting in water on the surface, it's not nearly as 

6 concentrated as the lead in the ground already there 

7 in the contaminated sources. I don't know to what 

8 extent the buildup is over time, but it's not nearly 

9 as much of a problem as the smelter stack was. It 

10 won't create this magnitude of a problem where you 

11 have, you know, gross numbers of blocks that are ~ 

12 contaminated over the cleanup levels that were chosen 

13 in this case. so, it's still a concern. We want to 

14 check this, but I don't believe the levels are that 

15 much different. I don't think that would be a serious 

16 problem. 

Q. Do you know of anybody that has these 

wells? Do they have the water treated somewhere? 

17 

18 

19 

20 

MR. BRADLEY: we are going to test one of 

It's close enough that it's probably one of the 

21 beat ones to test. We'll see, ·first of all, if it's 

22 gotten that far. And since those wells really are 

23 drawn off the surface, I don't know whether.they will 

24 be at the same level as the wells that we've drilled. 

20 



1 We've drilled some at the surface, some deeper; some 

2 are around 70 feet deep. So it will be interesting to 

3 see, first of all, who has it: and if so, does it 

4 match up with the water we have. We are going to 

5 check that s.eems- that's the pattern this has given off 

6 so far. 

7 o. Next question: I understand you are just 

8 going to level tllis pile off. Is that your idea, 

9 level it off arrd cap it? -Is that what you mean? 

10 Mlh. B'RADLEY: No, it's not to spread it, 
. 

11 but leveling it off is the wrong way to describe it. 

12 It has contour~ of its surface. There are some bumps 

13 and some valleys, and we need to smooth those out. 

14 But we wouldn't j~at flatten it to say three feet over 

15 10 acres. Ri9bt new it's something, I guess, like 

16 maybe 20 feet tall at the peak, and covers three and a 

17 half acres. we. have soil around it that has some 

18 battery chipa,·•n~ also a high level of lead 

19 contamination in tbe Transport and the Trust 454. we 

20 can use to sort of fill in some of those valleys. One 

21 thing that is a ~roblem that will require grading of 

22 the pile and is something we'd like to minimize, is 

23 that regulatioa. for the smelter slope. Besides the 

24 slope of the cap, it will be a much more gentle slope 

2i 



l than what they have on the edge of this pile v 
2 currently. so with Taracorp sitting right next to the 

3 pile, and some rather steep slopes, we will have to 

4 pull some of ·that back. Ottlerwise, you have to build 

5 it out onto the paved area, which is not something we 

6 want to do. There will be some grading. In fact, on 

7 the borders, one that borders 16th, which is right up 

8 against th• rail, there is a street. We might pull 

9 that back. Also, the side that faces into Taracorp's 

10 paved areas, we will have to also pull that back and 
.. 

11 slope it. Otherwise, we will try to, you know, n6t 

12 level it out, but grade it to a aaooth surface with 

13 the material that grows up around it, and try to 

14 minimize the area we have. The leas grading we have 

15 to do the better. But we are not flattening it, not 

16 at all. 

17 Q. That's what I wanted to know. 

18 MR. BRADLEY: We might get it a little 

19 bit aborter than that, but it's not going to be 

20 flattened. That's actually something we would be 

21 interested in hearing comments about. Flattened, in 

22 your eyes, or, you know, just think about it. 

23 Q. You actually expect·to pump out all the 

24 water, super soil water, through sewers or pipelines 
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1 in the treatment plant? 

2 M~. BBADLEY: We don't have to pump out 

3 all the water. What happens is when you have sources 

4 of contamina~ion, you get what is called a flume that 

5 comes from that. And that kind of tends to have 

6 certain dimensiona. Generally, in most cases it's 

7 shaped kind of like a pear. ~ight at the source it's 

8 thinner, and aa itsgoes out, it's gets fatter like a 

9 pear. All we have to do is control that part of the 

10 water where the flume is. We generally wouldn't be 

11 putting the wella-rigbt at the edge of the flume.·i 

12 We'd put it in a• couple hundred feet, because when you 

13 pump, you are a~taally pulling that leadinq edge in 

14 anyway. I don'-t know what you mean by pumping all of 

15 the water, but ••~have to deal with a relatively small 

16 area, too. 

11 Q. Bow-ac•-you going to determine how much 

18 water you are goift9 to get out, meaaure it? Doesn't 

19 it contaminate aay of the surrounding well water? 

20 111. -:•lADLEY: What do you mean by 

21 Q. Why are you removing the water in the 

22 first place? You- are removing it to get the lead out, 

23 because you • re worried about what she said that some 

24 people have wella in their yards that they water 

23 



l gardens and vegetables and everything else with. This 

2 leaded water and contamination of any other well water 

3 would be in the area. We've got layers of water. 

4 Every time w~ get a flood, that area fills up again. 

5 Whether you realize that or not, you are not going to 

6 get rid of that, and have that lead pile, and always 

7 have problems with the lead seepage into the water. 

8 That gets under there then into the surrounding 

9 underwater area. 

10 MR. BRADLEY: Yeah. The reason that we 

11 are doing it isn't just the idea of people puttin9 in 

12 shallow wells to water lawns. It's really that we 

13 

14 

have, you know, we have contamination coming from the 

pile, and we don't really just want to let it go 

15 unchecked. And we are not pumping it out necessarily 

16 with the lead out as much as to make sure that the 

17 number does not get bigger, and get into an area where 

18 it may be at some point someone aay actually drill a 

19 well for drinking water. I don't ••• that happening. 

20 But I don't think it's also a very good approach 

21 environmentally to just allow a contaminated flume 

22 that has the higher levels that we see here to just go 

23 without any kind of extraction. 

24 Q. Let me mention one thing. It seems to me 

24 
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~--- 1 like the sequence -- That your o~eration has not 

2 really addressed the real primary thing, and that is 

3 that pile is the real big headache in this whole deal. 

4 It's what ha~ caused it. When the lead operation was 

5 working, it spread the dust. Why don't you take care 

6 of the lead pile before you take care of the yards and 

7 everything else in the area? You can possibly 

8 recontaminate adjacent areas. 

9 MR. BRADLEY: Okay. Yeah. That's 

10 something we've fully been through on several 
.. -11 occasions. The reason that·we are doing it in the 

12 sequence we are doing is, number one -- Your concern 

13 is a legitimate one about recontamination. It's also 

14 something we are concerned about. We feel we can 

15 control it, or we would not propose to do anything 

16 that grades the pile, or moves it in any way. We can 

17 control that, and it wouldn't lead to significant 

18 recontamination. It is our best judgment that the 

19 yarda that children play in that have higher 

20 contaminant levela are really the priority. And that 

21 if you look at what someone is being exposed to in a 

22 yard, kids can play and actually get right into the 

23 contaminated dirt. They can get that into their 

24 stomach, and into their blood stream. And actually we 
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1 have had some blood lead levels in blood that are over 

2 the cutoff we like to see; a blood study that was done 

3 on the pile. The entire area is fenced off. So 

4 someone getting on the pile would be very difficult. 

5 Certainly the target group, which is smaller children, 

6 would be very unlikely to get over the barbed wire 

7 fence into the pile. so, -it's not really something we 

8 feel needs to be covered. That is not really a 

9 pressing issue, not nearly as much as kids that can 

10 get right into a yard that is contaminated. 

11 

12 

13 

As far as dust goes, you know, moni~~ra 

have been operated for a number of years by Illinois 

EPA to check fo~ levels of dust that is coming off 

14 that area, not just the pile. But in the past, there 

15 is also a smelter stack, and that effort is what 

16 initially lead to the, you know, the smelter shutting 

17 down is that the levels were sometimes four times the 

18 standard for lead back in the early '80's. So the 

19 aaelter operation itself shut down, and also the St. 

20 Louis Lead Jecyclers shut down their operations, 

21 pulling portions of the pile trying to recycle some of 

22 the lead. Since then the lead levels have been much 

23 lower. And in general, they are about one-tenth of 

24 the standard to about one-eighth of the standard. So 
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they are low. ~e don't feel th!'t health standards for 

that is being met very well at the area around the 

·pile. one thing '#'e may want to do is put some 

monitors a little ~loser into the pile, because there 

are two of tpem tAat were taken out of service since 

the lead levels s•arted going down. Two of them have 

been taken out of aervice. We don't feel that is a 

significant problem either. It's well within the 

standards. Aa· ·fa-r as the ground water is concerned, 

you have to have :18 complete pathway to actually have a 
.. 

health concern. We know that the leads in the wat:er, 

someone actually baa to drink it for it to be a 

problem. I don't'.IN'an we don't need to address it. 

But again, it's fust not as much of a pressing need as 

a yard wbere a 1Ui4~an get directly into it. That's 

why we prioriti~e· 'the yards over the pile. The more 

highly contami-nated· ones we'd like to do first, and we 

feel we can alao:control recontamination, and that 

tbat wouldn't be· an issue when we get to the pile. 

MS. PASTOR: We want to give some other 

people a chance to ask something. 

Q. One aore comment. There are kids playing 

in the ground, .,..,. if you look at when the lead plant, 

lead operation -- Most of the people in that area 
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1 still live in that area and grew up in it. They have 

2 had no problems with lead. I'm one. I have lived 

3 there all my life. I have played in the dirt. We 

4 use d to ba ke pot a to s in the d i r t , and w e use d to d i g 

5 in it, and everything else. I still grow vegetables 

6 in that. There is no after effects where you're any 

7 worse than the kids are right now. Yet we are showing 

8 you after effects; that there is none. so why are you 

9 worried about it today with what diminished dust 

10 levels and so forth that we are having compared to 
.. 

ll what we had when we were a kid? . 

12 MR. BRADLEY1 Well, actually, everybody 

13 reacts differently to lead. And for every person that v 
14 says what you say, there are people who tell ua that 

15 they feel they have an impact on the lead with respect 

16 to the lead levels. The air wasn't much higher prior 

17 to 1983. However, the soil levels peaked right there, 

18 and they really don't change much over time. So 

19 levels weren't really as high in the past, because it 

20 had not been established yet; it was still depositing 

21 and building up. 

22 But you are right that the smelter stack 

23 in operation was a big problem. I don't know how to 

24 answer that, because like I said, for everyone that 
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says there is not a problem, there are other people 

who will say the opposite. And there was a blood 

study done, ana 16 percent of the kids that were uncer 

six years o1~ had a level that was over 10 micrograms 

per deciliter, which is what health officials are 

saying is a level of concern. so basically, I'd have 

to di sa gr ee w i tb •:-that. 

M8. ''IASTC9: There were some other people 

with hands up. ~You had a question? 

Q. I waated to comment. 

MS. PAST09: We aren't doing commenta 

now. We'll co .. bac:k to comments. Let's let people 

get their queationa off their chest. 

Q. I'd 11•• to address some situations that 

existed during Cba comment section. 

Ms.~· PAST09: We will catch you during the 

comment portion. 

Q. I• d LJ.,ke to know how much money has been 

apent totally ao fac of this project from the time it 

atarted until ..... ·•tarted to study it, through all the 

legal fees, the cleanup, the studies that you have 

done, and I'd like to know-- I know you don't have 

that figure, but tf you ballpark it for me? The fact 

that you've choaen the least expensive solution to the 
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1 pile in not moving it, does that have anything to do v 
2 with the current Congress, change in Congress? Does 

3 it have anything to do the Superfund being -- coming 

4 up for --

5 MS. PASTC~: ~eauthorization? 

6 Q. Thank you. -- reauthorization? Or is 

7 there a tie-in there? Because it seems that from the 

8 time that you started addressing this you seemed to be 

9 most concerned about the health, and then not moving 

10 the pile seems to go against that. I wonder, is there 
·-

11 a connection with it? -
12 Mil. BRADLEY: Okay. Actually, I think 

13 you asked about three questions, maybe more than that. v 
14 But I can't apeak for the legal costs of the 

15 responsible parties. I have no idea what they have 

16 spent. I don't know that, or have an accounting. 

17 EPA's own legal cost, what we have spent, we did 

18 not -- EPA ·did not do remedial inspection of this 

19 pcoject. That's NL Industries did. I don't know that 

20 they ever gave us a price quote on that. It generally 

21 runs in the range of -- back then, probably $400,000 

22 to $800,000. 

23 I know what EPA has spent on design. 

24 Designing, in large part, involved testing everyone's 
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1 yard to see what each yarc•s lead level was, whether 

2 or not we needed tc clean it up. we• ve spent acout 

3 two and a half million on designing, testing, and 

4 sampling ground water, and all of those activities 

5 that don't have to de with cleaning it up. What we've 

6 spent on cleanin9 it up, so far the bulk of which was 

7 spent in Ea9le Park and Venice with the battery chip 

8 

9 

10 

area is about $l3·million, and we have some left to do 

in those areas. ·We just started to 9et into the yards 

in Granite City, and basically the yards that are 

11 impacted by the ••ack emission-- I really don't know 

12 what the legal costa add up to. Now, as far as a 

13 

14 

chan9e in the Conte•••• I don't really see that that 

figured in. Wbat~we did was when we had that, and 

15 si9nificant information in tbe form of ground water 

16 data, they told va now we have 9round water 

17 contamination, it really pivoted on whether or not you 

18 filtered the auple, filtered the sample after I'm 

19 sorry. Not after you took them out. This 

20 contamination had been there before. It's just the 

21 state of the art~at the time was to filter those 

22 samples. That'• way. 

23 Q. Yofll;:~ didn't change your plan -- Oidn' t you 

24 not chan9e your mind to renew the first time around? 
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l P! ~ • B E< A DL E Y : N o , w e d i d n ' t • N o • T h e 

2 plan in 1990 was to cap the pile. Basically, what is 

3 being proposed today. 

4 Q. ·So how was the ground water affected? 

5 There is leaA in the ground water. How does that 

6 factor into anything? · 

7 MR. BRADLEY: Well, what it did was we 

8 felt we had to revaluate it, because if the pile were 

9 there, there were no ground water contamination coming 

10 from a miracle, and you really have a doubt in the 
.. . 

ll first place, then that's a different situation. We 

12 need to look at it again. But we know where the 

13 ground water contamination came from. so we look at v 
14 it. Really, no one drinks it. And we looked. we did 

15 a lot of the studies on the pile trying to figure out, 

16 is there any way -- We knew it was extensive back in 

17 ltto. Is there something new that came up that would 

18 be able to take care of it, completely remove it for a 

19 lot less? Is there anything new on it? There really 

20 isn't. we did some specific studies on the pile to 

21 see how successful dust control measures might be, 

22 because that figures in a lot. And also we did some 

23 specific tests that would be relevant to whether a 

24 secondary lead smelter, because that may have -- We 
.'-..._./. 
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1 felt that might oe a more affordable option than say 

2 landfill, or some of the other things that were 

3 available. so we did these studies, and we've 

4 included that $5 million to cap it versus S35 million 

5 to is the be~t estimate we've got out there to do 

6 anything that has full removal of the pile involved. 

7 we are not really qetting the benefit back from it. I 

8 don • t really necessarily think that leaving the pile 

9 is a more lenient remedy, if that's the way you want 

10 to put it. In tm'e short-term, it • s better, because 

11 you don't hav• t.e -aove that entire pile. so your! 

12 short-term efte·ct from any dust that might be 

13 generated, or even the fact that you have to manage 

14 that dust is en~f~nmentally diminished by just having 

15 to grade some of the pile, instead of moving the whole 

16 thing. so, it•··a better in that respect. 

17 What it doesn't do is get rid of the 

18 source of the 'C)'fdftd water contamination. So what we 

19 are doing to ad4t-ess that is the combination of 

20 capping the p•lt;·and containing the flume is going to 

21 be effective ifi·:~faki'ng care of all of the possible 

22 health probl••'~at could come from that pile. And 

23 it's rouqhly Slt 11rillion less than getting the pile 

24 out and downsizinq the ground water. If the pile is 
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off, you ocviously don•t need to contain it, at least 

as long, if at all. But that• s not the expensive 

l 
ju 

3 part. The expensive part is removing the pile 

4 Q. When do you plan to start cleaning up the 

5 yards at the present time? 

6 M8. BRADLEY: Okay. That is sort of a 

7 side subject, but we have 

8 o. Not for me. 

9 MR. BRADLEY: I know that's real 

10 important to you, and I have no problem answerin9 it. 

11 We had a temporary restraininCJ order filed againsr us 

12 by the City of Granite City when we started to clean 

13 up some yards. Ultimately, the resolution of that 

14 action was that we, the EPA, cleaned up 17 more 

15 residences, which were all in the 1400 block area of 

16 Grand, Madison, and State, and that we would -- There 

17 were several other, you know, details to that; such as 

18 a at udy tbat would be conducted by Granite City during 

19 that period of time. But also we were to conduct 

20 another public comment period. That is aomethin9 we 

21 actually a9reed to before this temporary restraining 

22 order all rolled up into the same agreement. We've 

23 conducted that public comment period on the 500 parts 

24 per million soil cleanup level. It was extended 
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\..._...· 
" ~ 13 of this yea~. \#te recei"·ed extensive comments, 

3 primarily from the responsible parties and the City of 

4 Granite City that required us to, you know, actually 
11 

5 take a lot of time to answer them. So as soon as we 

6 get our responsiveness summary out to those comments, 

7 and a decision dOC\lment saying what is the cleanup 

8 level for the ~••idential soil, we can then pursue 

9 cleaning up moEe yards, which is really what we would 

10 like to get goiag __ on. But that is what happened. 

11 That was extende~ a couple times to January 13, " . 
12 ultimately, and tben we've had, you know, it's taken a 

\..._..-· 
13 lot of time. 

14 Q. Do you have a target date? 

15 MR. •RADLEY: I can • t really pin any thing 

16 down. We are 9~4g9 to try to get it done in April. 

17 That's about all I can say. We'll try to get out and 

18 start cleaning up residential yards, probably mostly 

19 in our area wbere ~e-would start in April, as soon as 

20 we get that decision out. We will try to clean them 

21 up as soon as p•aaible after that. We are tied to 

22 that in a court agreement right now. 

23 Q. Wi~~ this decision that you are corning 

24 to, will that CQ~Dge your parts per million, or is 
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1 that anything to do with your decision on this? 

M~. B~ACLEY: You mean what we are here 

l 
lv 

3 for today? 

4 Q. No. You• re sounding like now it's 500. 

5 Is this going to be raised, complying with somebody 

6 else's demands or wishes? 

7 M~. B~ADLEY: . Well, I can't really say 

8 that, because we are not answering all the comments. 

9 We are going to, you know, make a statement on that 

10 once we get all the comments and have evaluated the 

11 whole situation. I mean, if I said something now~ 

12 it's really before the decision ha• been made. I 

13 really can't say. I don't know what it is, but that v 
14 decision, when we close out this court agreement, that 

15 is the decision that we will be printing. And it will 

16 also attach responses to all of the comments that we 

17 are receiving. So that's the decision I'm talking 

18 about that will come. 

19 Q. So we should hear something by the first 

20 part of April? 

21 M~. BRADLEY: That is what I certainly 

22 hope you do. 

23 Q. He is not going to have it the first part 

24 of April. You are not going to get comments in then. 
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1 M~. B~AOLEY: He is talking about 

2 something else. That was a comment period that ended 

3 January 13. That has to do solely with the 

4 residential soil ~c:Ieanup level. What we are here to 

5 do in this comment period currently would end about 

6 April 18 is for 'the pile, ground water, and remaining 

7 removal fill areas. It has nothing to did with we say 

8 for the residential. 

9 Q. Has any body in the general area in the 

10 16, 17 and 1800 blocks, have any of them been asked 

ll 

12 

13 

to, or given a questionnaire, or given what their! 

opinion was on i&t lead level? 

MR. 'BRADLEY: No, not to my knowledqe. 

14 At least --

15 Q. Gettinq back to the ground water, I have 

16 a series of questions, so please bear with me. First 

17 of all, what dO you anticipate to be the flow, hourly 

18 flowing of the ~Uilping that you will be doinq, hourly, 

19 daily? How many gallons are we talking about? 

20 MR. BRADLEY: Well, I don• t have that 

21 answer on the tip of my tonque. But it's ultimately 

22 something that t can certainly look up. One thing I 

23 can say regardi'ng that subject, this is something that 

24 we did converse wifh the public owned treatment works 
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on this. so we know they can handle this. It's notl v 
something we picked and dion't know whether or not 

they could handle.· I don't know offhand. I don't 

have a document I could look at in five seconds. 

Q. Brad, I specifically talked wi.th the 

treatment plant operator, and he indicated that no one 

from EPA addressed or approached the City with 

treating this affluent. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

M~. B~AOLEY: It could hav4[! been someone 

from wood ~iver. It wouldn't have been EPA employees. 

They are not the ones that did the research for tire 

cost estimates. I don't know. I'd have to talk to 

them my self • I don • t know. 

Q. How many years of pumping do you 

anticipate? 

16 MR. B~AOLE!a Well, we stated for· coating 

17 purposes 30 years, which is the degree that we are 

18 Typically, what we do in a situation like this, it 

19 really depends on1 one, how far it's gone; two, 

20 wbether or not the capping will control the leaching 

21 from that power to a point where the standards could 

22 be met quickly. In which case it wouldn't be a lot of 

23 years. Cr three, what if the leaching rat·e out of 

24 that pile continues to be at the level over which is 

3 

v 
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\.._.,; - - 1 the standards, in which case the pumping would go on 

~ indefinitely. 

3 Q. Did you figure that cost in your S3 

4 nullion estimate for the ground water? 

5 ·MR. BRADLEY: We figured that in a 30 

6 year operation. 

7 Q. Of pumping? 

8 M~. BRADLEY: Yes. 
12 

9 Q. So you do have numbers as to what the 

10 volume will be, and the amount of lead in the water, 
.. 

ll because realistically, this lead you• re pumping is 

12 going to end up in your sludge, and the City could be 

13 very, very badlY. iapacted by this. Our sludge, if the 

14 lead content raises too high, then we are stuck with 

15 handling a speci~l or hazardous waste. The cost for 

16 disposing would go up radically. The coat to all of 

17 our industrial users in town that put into that amount 

18 of lead into tbe waste stream will go up dramatically~ 

19 because Illinois EPA will require us to maintain our 

20 levels, acceptable levels of lead in the waste 

21 treatment. I mean, these types of, you know -- Just 

• 22 to say we are go~ng to pump this into Granite City's 

23 treatment plant --

24 MR. BRADLEY: I didn't say Granite City, 
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l but --

2 Q. That's the regional waste water treatment iv 

3 plant. That is the only thing available to you in 

4 this area. 

5 MR. BRADLEY: I didn't say it. You said 

6 it. But we did research that, and we are basically 

7 told that, you know, the levels would be acceptable. 

8 That is something that certainly I can answer later, 

9 if you want to call me on that. I don't have those 

10 numbers offhand. That is sort of a fine detail that 

11 is stuffed in the coat estimate. 

12 Q. The last question I have regarding the 

13 ground water problem is: What is the contingency 

14 plan? You indicated that treating this is a 

15 relatively simple process. What if it isn't? What if 

16 it doesn't work? What if the flume is halfway to the 

17 river? What are you going to do if you can't contain 

18 it? What is the contingency plan? 

19 MR. BRADLEY: Well, I do not feel we'd 

20 have a problem containing it. It can be contained. 

21 The question is, obviously, it if it goes a half-mile, 

22 there is a lot more involved in containing it. We 

23 need to put more monitoring wells in, and get access 

24 to that, because they will be off the site that we 

40 



\......_./- - 1 initially put all the wells on, and see how far it's 

2 gone. We have, ~(ou know, estimates of how far it's. 

3 gone. We have ~~ see whether that is the case, base 

4 it on the flow ri .. ght how long we feels it's been 

5 leaching in.· ~.n:.4 we don't really have a •contingency 

6 plan, • because w •. _,l'eally feel this will work. I don't 

7 see any reason w~y we couldn't develop one. It's 

8 actually sometllJ.:~g we've used on other aspects of this 

9 cleanup, or we have 'what if' contingency plans. But 

10 we have not proM•• d that. Let's see. 
.. 

11 Q. Bra4. can I ask one question of Illinois 

12 EPA? 

13 JUt. aMDLBY: It's up to them. 

14 Q. ae~dinCJ the CJround water, have you 

15 signed off on yGu~ plan for the qround water? 

16 Ml~· .&OGBRS: No, I have not. 

17 Q. I w~d like to remind the Illinois EPA 

18 within tbe Ci,tf, o~ Granite City, and I am sure the 

19 •urroundinCJ ~o~un~ties, millions of dollars has been 

20 •pent in remed~~ion, protectinq the same operation 

21 ciealinq with th;~•~·lead pile that's workinq mainly with 

22 the gas removal, hydrocarbon contamination, et cetera. 

23 I think it's a~urq for this same -- I mean, if the 

24 arqument is goiAg to be nobody is drinkinq this water, 
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l then why have millions of dollars been spent cleanins 

2 up the asbestos? I think it's very important for the 

3 Illinois EPA to remain consistent, and recognize that 

4 it's going to be very difficult for them to maintain 

5 credibility and enforce a plan that they have been 

6 enforcinq all along, including underground water 

7 contamination, and then to embrace the plan. I 

8 encourage you to look very carefully, and think about 

9 your credibility. 

10 MS. PASTOR: Let's give someone else 
.. -11 another chance to ask questions. 

12 Q. Brad, you talked about recontamination. 

13 I know we are not here for the residential part of 

14 this, but theoretically, since the smelter has been 

15 shut down you're eliminating the primary source of the 

16 lead, has there been any retesting in the 1400 blocks 

17 of State, Grand, and Madison Avenue since that has 

18 been cleaned up and done to determine if there has 

19 been any recontamination? Is it too soon to do that? 

20 MR. BRADLEY: We'll, we haven't done 

21 that. It's something that we probably will do, 

22 because we feel. Obviously, that we don't want that 

23 to occur. I think, as far as recontamination goes, 

24 currently the biggest threat is some trucking lots 
"---"/ 
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1 that ace right around the File where, you know, when 

2 they get -- Lots o'f trucks do the turn-around in therr. 

3 They get some r'ather extensive dust. And what we've 

4 done is we've paved those areas with dust control, 

5 trying to keep that down until we can remediate those 

6 areas. Cne of them is on the main industrial area. 
13 

7 That will get remediated. We really need to get, you 

8 know, a decision made on these issues that we are 

9 here to talk about tonight before we've conceded what 

10 we need to do to~clear that up. So I --That's what 

11 we are trying to address, those threats. We have not 

12 done any testing. I think it might be a bit soon to 
·\,.__..-. 

13 do that. I know of other studies that have been done 

14 on recontamination. I think, in this case, we 

15 probably should ju•t check that ourselves. I don't 

16 feel that it wilr probably be very extensive. But we 

17 need to control thoae dust sources, because I think 

18 that could be lea·4 to some type of -- Probably, I 

19 tbink that what' iJa. what the rear of the pile will only 

20 be a problem, you know, at the.time when it's being 

21 graded. It really ian• t a significant source right 

22 now, and we will n~ed -- we will use dust control 

23 measures at the point. We feel that whatever we want 

24 to do with it. lt's been graded, but the truck 
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1 lots ~eally no one is doing it, unless we do so. 

2 That is why we were putting that into play recently. 

3 o. What is the lead level of the soil that 

4 you brought in to repace the soil in these yards in 

5 Granite? For example, did you test it before you put 

6 it in? 

7 MR. B~ADLEY: Yeah. Yeah. That's one of 

8 the tests we got already. We wouldn't want to put 

9 something back that is over 500 parts per million. 

10 Generally, it runs from 150 to 100 parts per million, 
.. -

11 more to the lower end. 

12 Q. You'd have to lower that anyway, wouldn't 

13 recontamination·to 
v 

14. MR. BRADLEY: Right. The real concern 

15 that the EPA would have is if it gets back over the 

16 level that is protected. It' a not to say if it goes 

17 from a hundred up to 300 we wouldn't be concerned. 

18 Obviously, that is not good. But we are really 

19 concerned to see whether it would actually go back 

20 over 500. It's something, you know-- Really, to 

21 answer your question, it's something we are going to 

22 need to look at since we've replaced some of these 

23 yards recently. 

We do have sort of a complicating factor 24 • I ..____. .. 
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~--- 1 to that in that we really want to rerr.ediate entire 

2 areas at a time with similar contaminant levels. You 

3 know starting 4n4 stopped by temporary restraining 

4 orders, and other concerns, and that really doesn't 

5 help with our trying to prevent recontamination. 

6 Because if we could do the whole area that's is the 

7 best possible scenario. If we do 17 of them in an 

8 area, and the whole surrounding area doesn't get 

9 addressed, yet then it can get tracked back and forth 

10 between those yarda. so in a sense, the 
.. 

11 recontamination effort has, in ~ opinion, been hdrt, 

12 because I don't want to see it happen, but the 

13 recontamination bas been the potential for it has 

14 been decreased, at least slowed down, the residential 

15 soil cleanup, wbi~h is not the way we wanted to 

16 proceed. 

17 Q. You bad stated just a few minutes ago 

18 that EPA has alloc•ted $3 million for the ground water 

19 wells. Is that simply for the installation? And if 

20 it is, bow many wells will be installed, and how deep 

21 will those wells be, and what size will the force 

22 field be on those wells? 

23 MR. BRADLEY: Well, really I haven't 

24 allocated any money. This a proposed plan. We've 
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1 received comments on it, and the types of questions I \.,1 

~ you have are going to really be defir.ed in the 

3 decision portion. If we actually implement that, and 

4 that that cost is really a total cost, and that's 

5 installation~ 

6 Q. So that's for installation and operation? 

7 M~. BRADLEY: Operation for 30 years. 

8 Q. Thirty years? 

9 M~. BRADLEY: That is typically what 

10 we -- Yeah. 
. 

11 Q. I think $3 million, sir, is unrealistic, 

12 extremely unrealistic. We have industries that pay 

13 over a half a million a year for affluent. I'm askinq v 
14 what the flow was qoinq to be from those wells and 

15 everythinq. That is what I'm questioninq the cost 

16 estimates on. 

17 MR. BRADLEY: Okay. 

18 Q. If you decide to remove the lead pile, 

19 you will still have the qround water problem any bow 1 

20 right? 

21 MR. B~ADLEY: Yeah, what bas already 

22 leached. 

23 Q. How lonq will it take? 

24 M~. BRADLEY: What has already leached 
"-..._/ 
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1 there is still nothing to continue to feed it. 

2 Q. How lon·- would it take to clean up the 

3 ·existing ground water, if you remove the lead pile 

4 completely? How many years? 

5 · M~. B~ADLEY: I don't know. I can't 

6 accurately figure, but it wouldn't take very long, 

7 because you would know the exact shape of your flume. 

8 The pile would be out of the way. We could put wells 

9 throughout. 

10 Q. ~egardless of if you remove the pile or 
. . 

11 not, you still have the ground water situation? . 

12 MR. BRADLEY: Yeah. What has already 

13 leached out is tbere. It has to be dealt with. The 

14 real question is what is going to leak out in the 

15 future through capping of it, and then obviously 

16 nothing will leak out if you fully remove everything. 

17 Q. So whether you remove the pile or not, 

18 you still have a ground water situation? 

19 A. What has already leaked out is 

20 Q. Shorter term? 

21 MS. PASTO~: Someone else had a question 

22 that hasn't had a chance to ask it? 

23 Q. This question is for the money. Is this 

24 being federal money, or state, city, county? 

~ 
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1 M ~ • B E' A DL E Y : Well, here is how it workl 
iV 

2 It's not City. It's not County. £eight now, it's been 

3 Federal, because the companies that are potentially 

4 responsible for contamination, the EPA and these 

5 companies have not agreed on the cleanup plan. They 

6 are not currently putting in into place; we are. so 

7 right now it's Federal money. When we spend Federal 

8 money to clean up a Superfund site, which is on the 

9 National Priorities List, the state EPA, which this 

10 is, which the state itself kicks in ten percent on 
.. 

ll that. IHght now, it's federal. It' a 90 percent · 

12 federal, and ten percent state. And it could be the 

13 responsible parties, if we get a settlement, and EPA v 
l4 agrees to implement the cleanup. Tbat' s what we 

15 wanted to do up front at the beginning, but it didn't 

16 work out. 

17 Q. Can I ask another question, or are you 

18 over a time perio~? Say since the mid '60's to the 

19 present date, have you tried to run a water table 

20 analysis on this area in Granite City? 

21 MR. BRADLEY: Well, we haven't done it 

22 since the mid '60's. We've been involved. 

23 Q. I knew this back then. 

24 MR. BRADLEY: About '85, in there 



1 somewhere, Illinois EPA did. That might take us back 

~ to about '83, maybe a little over that. 

3 Q. That's only excuse about your flume 

4 you're talking about? I was around town for a long 

5 time, and I know that sometimes the water table is 

6 very shall ow, and sometimes it • s very deep. I 

7 guess --

8 MR. BRADLEY: Well, it fluctuates a lot. 

9 Q. In '93 it was probably over the top of 

10 the water table. 
.. 

11 MR. B8ADLEY: Yeah. I think you were 

12 standing in the water table. It does fluctuate a lot. 

13 You would expect that in an area that is very close to 

14 a significant bodr of water, the Mississippi River. 

15 And also roughly in the flood zone. Some part of --

16 Some parts around, and, yeah, that is generally what 

17 you see. It will fluctuate. And I would say that the 

18 only trend I have really seen over this 10 years now 

19 ia it seems to be a little bit lower on the average 

20 tban it was 10 years ago. A lot of the wells we've 

21 drilled to check the shallow water quality- are dry. 

22 They were dry aoaetimes 10 years ago, but they were 

23 drilles certainly not to be dry. I mean, I would say 

24 it :s gone down a little bit over the last 10 years. I 
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1 am not sure why. 

2 Q. I rr.ean, to be perfectly honest, when we 

3 was having hard rain, let's say, our sewage treatment 

4 plant has problems handling that water. Are you going 

5 to have somebody down there to shut off your little 

6 pumping pumps when the water volume is high, and turn 

7 them back on when the volume is low, or are you just 

8 going to pump this leaded water right on out into the 

9 Mississippi ~iver? 

10 Ma. BBADLEY: Well, we wouldn't bypass 

11 the system in the treatment plant. 
.. 
! 

12 o. What is going to happen in the treatment 

13 plant is going to happen that they can't handle it? 

14 MB. BBADLEY: Well, let me explain that 

15 the ground water is very slowly -- I don't think if we 

16 get in a situation where we would have to abut some 

17 wells off, it's not qoing to impact tbe flume much at 

18 all to temporarily shut it down. Water is moving so 

19 alov that we• re pulling it back. Then abut it down 

20 foe releaH it, or we want to get out beyond what we 

21 initially pulled it back from in the first place. I 

22 don't see that that would be a problem, unless it was 

23 like a terminal problem in which case we would have to 

24 find something else to do. I don't know if the water 



15 

1 

2 

moves so slowly'as you get closer to the river. 

Q. Well, I would just go back again then I 

3 will yield the floor, I can remember in the '60's, for 

4 example, when you h~d Union Starch, the different 

5 steel mills ~hat's been closed down, A. o. Smith, 

6 people like that·\before water out you have the ground 

7 instead of pumpinq it in from the Mississippi Piver. 

8 we didn't have b&1Sement busted things of that nature 

9 and I know since a lot of the industries went out of 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

business obvioullY this water is going somewhere down 

under the ground b~sting all the basements in the~area 

all over the city. I don• t know how up are going to 

make flume stay the same size when that water, if you 

pump two million tal.lons of water a day out of the 

ground and then qult, or you put it back, you know, 

because maybe you explained it, and I di dn • t absorb it 

Ma. _.ADLEY: In the absence of another 

pumping source, which there really aren't many in the 

19 area, like you aa18, there is a lot of the industrial 

20 use is gone the qround water will move in a 

21 predictable directi1:1n. so you know where to place 

22 your wells. If you want to catch that contaminant 

23 flume and keep it''from going any further, ·you will 

24 know exactly where t'o put the wells to do. The only 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

question is how many and what pumping~ you know, you 

might not pump a little bit faster flow use. That is 

where design comes in. 

predictable direction. 

But it's moving in a 

And if the flume, you know, 

let's say, is shaped like a pear, like I said, you 

don't put wells in clo~e, you put them a little bit 

7 pull them back from your main source. If the area you 

8 are drawing from includes the edqe of the flume, don't 

9 put the well right at the end. If you were to shut 

10 that down, it takes that water awhile to recover, 

11 because you have depressed a lot of the water tablre 

12 right around the well, and it takea awhile to totally 

13 

14 

15 

recover, and then move on aqain. And it moves so slow 

that if you shut it down for a couple of days, it will 

never recover: Most of the area which we are trying 

16 to capture it in anyway. The reason it works is 

17 because the flume is a predictable direction, and 

18 predictable rate. If it moved in all directions, it 

19 would probably be impossible to deal with it. You 

20 

21 

know exactly bow it works. 

Q. I think what be is mentioning is 

22 drinking. I mean, many people drink. You haven't had 

23 a chance to address the problem. You people have 

24 designed the system. You haven't really figured out 
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1 how much water you are going to have to take out, and 

2 what ycu are goin~ to do with it, bringing up this 

3 problem that you~~eed to address before you come up 

4 with your final conclusion. And what you are going to 

5 do. How are· you qoing to do, or else there is going 

6 to be a lot of trouble. That is what he is brining up 

7 to you here, some of tbe other things we've all 

8 brought up to you you. We realize licenses that you 

9 are making, le~•• say, an approximation and so forth 

10 right now without·hard facts. What you need-- the 
.. . 

ll fact is some state·· conclusions there and that• s the 

12 whole thing. In all of this just like the removal of 

13 the pile. You ••t ·that costs too much. I think you 

14 need to get some ~rtise in to estimate alternatives 

15 of bow to remov• the pile, say organic separation, 

16 meaning aeparatln't the organic from the lead constant. 

17 smelt the lead, ab15 you may find that in the long run 

18 it may be cheaper _ana easier and eliminate a lot of 

19 tbe, let's say, lonq-term problems that everybody is 

20 worried about. 

21 MR. ·8RADLEY: Well, we• ve done 

22 significant reae-l'rcb on the pile. And I feel 

24 Q. We ~•ven't seen it. 
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1 M~. B~ADLEY: -- the cost esti~ates are 

2 solid, and you will see a drastic difference in the 

3 cost between r emcving it and capping it. I don' t 

4 th i n k w e have --

5 o. · You have this knowledge? 

6 M~. B~AOLEYa What's that? 

7 A. ?o you have those figures published that 

8 anybody can . :e? 

9 M~. B~ADL!Y: They are in the second 

10 addendum to the study, which is in the library. And 
.. . 

ll we are finalizing the pilot. study report, and we will 

12 get that in the library as soon as possible. And 

13 that's really what came out of the pilot test on the 

14 pilot. That report is what we used in the feasibility 

15 study. It's more detailed, but it's summarized 

16 feasability study as is. And we have looked into the 

17 water city approach at your comment, and those are 

18 tbings we do bave.to look at, but we have done initial 

19 reaearch on that just, you know, without contacting 

20 people. We did attempt to reach the people. 

21 

22 Q. 

MS. PASTCB: Did you have your hand up? 

The sludge treatment plant, is that at 

23 Chauteau Island, and that landfi.ll is adjacent to the 

24 water intake across from the water intake from St. 
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.1 Louis, and it's aajacent to the water pump leads to 

2 Granite City. Hur:e you taken that fact into 

3 consideration? I know that Craig indicated that it's 

4 tested, but I mean, of all the expenses are those 

5 possible expenses for the next 30 years, are they 

6 realistically estimated for all continqencies for that 

7 and will the PRP still be liable? Who is liable then? 

8 Who, the taxpayers, the City, or who? 

9 MR. BRADLEY: It won• t be the City. I 

10 don't know if the City will be. The pap• a never 
.. 

11 really qet out of the coat •. so they would still 6e 

12 liable in some way, shape, o~ form. See, one thing I 

13 don't know is wbet the lead level of the smelter is 

14 riqht now, I don!t know the industry in the area are 

15 puttinCJ in there to begin with. I don• t know that 
16 

16 offhand. So I aa not sure this is goinq to, you know, 

17 are we qoinCJ to-double that is goinq to be 

18 siqnificant, because I don't know what the level is 

19 right now, but what we did do is contact one and ask 

20 thea if they could handle types of levels that we had 

21 been dealing with and volumes and we were told that is 

22 somethinq that it could handle. That is what we are 

23 basinq it on. ' don't really know all the details 

24 about the island ·a&d intakes. I think that is 
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1 somethinq that ptobably is taken into consideration v 
2 set whatever standards they have for the subject. 

3 Q. Who owns the land that is under the pile, 

4 anci wno owns it afterwards? 

5 M~. B~ADLEY: The pile itself, that's 

6 Taracorp's land, and--

7 Q. Everythinq, o~ part of it? 

8 M~. B~ADLEY: No, not every single part 

9 of it, but 99 percent of it. But there is a few 

10 little sub-piles that were something that St. Louis 
.. 

11 Lead ~ecyclers never pocesMd. They shut down ana 

1~ left some material tbey brougbt in. They put it back. 

13 I do believe that is out off Taracorp•s property line. v 
14 The majority of the pile is on Taracorp•s property, 

15 and that is who would own it afterwards. The pile 

16 would be expanded, though, and to cap it sloped. 

17 either the slope requ~rementa, it would get area-wise 

18 it would get larger. 

19 Q. Where will it expand, Brad, which 

20 direction? 

21 M~. BJADLEY: Well, we would prefer that 

22 it would expand toward BV&G Transport. But really 

23 that's a legal question. we have to work it out. We 

24 could also expand it toward Trust·454. That would 
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1 make it larger and thinner. It may be a comoination 

2 of both would be best. 

3 Q. HaS'property acquisition been included in 

4 the capping cost? If I owned that property, it would 

5 be awful expensivi·tf you wanted to buy it. 

6 M~. B~ADLEY: Except that you are a P~P. 

7 I mean, we have con·sidered that in all of what we • ve 

8 done. I don • t ·JtrfOw that there is going to be a cost 

9 associated with it, because the people that own that 

10 have a 1iabllity, too. So I am not sure exactly what 
.. 

11 that is going t·o l"Ook like, but it has been figur~d. 

12 Q. The ·intent is to come toward State 

13 Street? 

14 MR .• &tiADL&Y: That would be the 

15 preference. You know, we have to take respective land 

16 owners, or •• wbat --

17 

18 

19 

Q. 

Q. 

Wily ffOuldn • t you go the other way? 

MR. BRADLEY: What, toward Trust 454? 

Yeab, toward that itself, or toward the 

20 river, away from the City itself. 

21 lilt;. · B ~ADLEY: Well, we 

22 Q. And~tbe buildings, what do they do with 

23 them? They are not using them necessarily in all 

24 cases. 
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1 M ~ • B ~A DL E Y : I don ' t t hi n k we w a n t t o 

2 qet involvea in knocking buildings down. 

3 Q. It's your propery; why not? 

4 . M R • B ~A DL E Y : We 11 , i t c e r t a i n 1 y w o u 1 d n • t 

5 be our appro~ch to do that. 

6 MS. PASTOB: Is there a microphone? Any 

7 other questions out there? 

8 Q. I thought I better aak a question so I 

9 can get my comments in. And I feel that we have a 

10 credibility problem, as Mr. Tarpoff said. We have 
.. . 

11 self members of the Council -- I'm Kaamir Skubish. 

12 I'm one qf the members of the City Council. We have 

13 the question of whether our comments and our questions v 
14 ttiat you have addressed will be heard by the people 

15 that make the record of decision. Will this be 

16 ascertained by people on our motions and comments to 

17 see what the general opinion of the population here 

18 ia? 

19 MR. BRADLEY: Yea. 

20 Q. It will? 

21 MR. BRADLEY: Yeah. Yeah, I will be 

22 invo~ved in writing a record of decision, whatever 

23 decision document comes out of thia. And so 

24 obviously, I'm hearing it now. It's also something 
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that we are having a record written down on. Ana, 

yes, this will be absolute. 

Q. we-n•ve a terrible credibility proble~, 

because back 17 years ago Granite City used to have an 

air pollutiop control board. It not notified Illinois 

EPA, u.s. EPA aa•~contacted National lead about the 

lead pile qoinq«~and the Illinois EPA and at that time 

took and assumed responsibility to clean up the area, 

and nothing had Deen done. 

But qoinq further back than that, we have 
.. . 

people that livecto be 90 or better. Some of them 

work at tbe ol4 &eart Metal Company -- That • a the 

origin of that c•pany that uaed to make lead pellets 

and bb' s for ai'r. ~tfles the kids used to shoot birds 

and such as that. .They sold to National Lead, and 

National Lead to ;~acorp. And all of that time that 

was involved we .ne¥.er heard of people getting sick 

from lead, and -~et heard of anything that the 

Illinois IP.A had .done since 17 years aqo, or the 

federal people 414 and now we are here with the 

probl• of spendt.1t9 huge amounts of money ·then that 

Granite City recut-ly the population has recently in 

speaking in spaa«tng to our constituents and our 

friends, our frieJKia would rather remove the pile 
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1 completely to eliminate an eye sore. I Woula w1ll t.e 

2 policemen I can for to us carry on now until forever, 

3 unless that tale was removed. It's going to be talked 

4 about because of the tact that we don't want another 

5 incident like Time Square in Missouri. Then the 

6 federal EPA and other people associated with Time 

7 Squares recognized that they made a mistake. We don't 

8 want the same kind of mistake sake that happened right 

9 here. But can you ask ascertain a people living here 

10 for years and years. You don• t come in with health 
.. 

11 problems until now, five years aqo. Until this . 

12 particular tiae. What we really need to address, if 

13 you want to do so.etbinq worthwhile, if tbe people v 
14 tbat hear this, these comments and questions, make a 

15 decision to remove the pile. It's as simple as that. 

16 We know there is lot of the money spent federal money 

17 from tbe Supertind, Dut if there is some good to be a 

lH oDtained ~ that fact, that•s what our people and our 

19 fcienas want to see, the pile removed. If that's the 

20 alternative, then it seems like a community based on 

21 your targets there were identified remedies. For one, 

22 don't you place community welfare number nine. It 

23 should be the number one priority, because we live 

24 here. We are human. We are thinking. of our health 
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factors; personal and public health, both. I know 

councilmen here· f'e'*l the same way. That• s the things 

that the record- df. decision makers will have to bear 

in mind. Otherwfse, I think it's useless. Thank you. 

.MS. P~STOR: Someone else have a 

question? Did have you a question that you wanted to 

ask? 

Q. I hava got a question. You're talking 

about all this con~aminated water that you are going 

to drag off this area around the pile, and by the time 
.. 

they get it throufb to the treatment plant, will f't be 

so diluted that •• content will be so low that 1 t 

woul dn • t make any· cftfference one way or the other? 

u. •aADLEYz Well, that• a a possibility. 

What probably will bappen is that the lead levels in 

the flow will be looked at. They will see what they 

need to be treat•dr· if anything. And I don• t know it 

will be so dilut•d that it wouldn't do anything. It's 

a good question. Ne also have the fact that some of 

the wells that llfet',ll be pumping from may not have the 

higher levels. so within our own system we are going 

to dilute it. You ·WOn • t see the highest level come in 

from our pipe. It would be mixed in. It would be 

wells throughout the flume, and some of them will be 
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1 pumping from relatively clean areas. There w1ll be 

2 dilution within our own sy-stem. I don• t know whether 

3 it would be diluted. I really wouldn't treat it. I 

4 guess it would have some treatment involved. 

5 Q. You're planning on piping directly to the 

6 treatment plant; aren't you? 

7 M~. BUIU~OUGHS: I just want to jump in 

8 here. I have not seen the whole study, since I'm new 

9 on this whole in your fact sheet here it says that if 

10 the extraction will well on-site if necessary the 
.. 

11 ground water will be treated on-site, prior to -
12 discharge POTW. What I'm getting out of this is that 

13 your ground water will be treated on-site to the 

14 standard where it can be accepted by the POTW for 

15 discharge into the only safe surface water stream. so 

16 I u thinking there is no surface water stream nearby 

17 disbursing their POTW with discharged treated ground 

18 water, but it's not POTW will be compromising the 

19 standard. It needs to be treated to discharge it. 

20 That is accurate, I am assuming, by looking at this. 

21 MR. BRADLEY: Yeah. Yeah. Yeah.- That's 

22 wnat our plan is. I mean, you can do it one of two 

23 ways. I know sometimes that the POTW actually does 

24 some treatment themselves. But in this case we are 
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'-...-- -- 1 taking the stand that we should actually treat it 

2 betore it gets th='ere. I guess that really is the 

3 satest approach In a sense that comes up with sludge 

4 problems and ·r~ally get our own liability involved 

5 that way. We can knock it from the front. I guess, 

6 if we make some 'kind of sludge, or some type of solid 

7 out of that, we could deal with it ourselves, which is 

8 a minimal impact,· and certainly less costly in the 

9 long run, if it w•r• to create some kind of problem in 

10 the POTW it. That's a correct summary. Yeah. 
--

ll 
. 

MS. PASTOI: She had her hand up. I aa 

12 just going to recognize her 

13 Q. Tbla ••• a follow-up with his. 

14 MS. PAsTOR: Go ahead. 

15 Q. I'll juat ask real quickly, Brad, what 

16 exactly is going''~ be the configuration of the pile 

17 when it's done? low· tall? Bow wide? What size-- Is 

18 it going to be solid enough to put some structure on 

19 it, or exactly -~bit is it? 

20 Ml;"~aADLEY: Well, I don't know what 

21 kind of structui~ ~6u're talking about, but certainly 

22 
O",j;'j • 

nothing that dia~·into it to for support. I don't 

23 have tbe exact c5iaei\sions. We don• t plan on making it 

24 taller. We were aware from a public comment period 
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1 back in 1990 that that certainly is not a popular v 
2 idea. It also would create problems in containing, if 

3 it Is very steep and comes to a peak. It Is harder to 

4 maintain witq a mower or whatever we need to keep 

5 vegetation under control. They use a lot of the 

6 superfund sites that we have have capped, and put caps 

7 on them, and they can be used for beneficial uses like 

8 parks, or some of them that are larqer than that. 

9 This would not be biq enough, Dut they been used as 

10 qolf courses, and thinqs like that. As far as 
.. 

11 structures beinq put on it, obviously that would oe 
12 somethinq we would put restriction• on it that you 

13 can't really di9 into it. You know, if someone wanted 

14 to put a small structure on it, I don•t know that we 

15 would disallow that. But it certainly couldn't be --

16 It wouldn't have a foundation duq into the cap, 

17 because then it would actually breach the purpose of 

18 the cap. 

19 Q. So it would be aittinq qo 15 feet tall? 

20 MR. BRADLEY: No. It will be lar qer in 

21 area. It will not be taller. Probably wbat will make 

22 moat of tne increase in area will be tne slopinq 

23 requirements for the pile. It slopes so steeply now, 

24 it doesn't even come close to meeting the requirements 
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1 that we will nave for tne sloping. Some parts tnat 

2 are sloping more. gradually, but there are parts that 

3 are sloping very steeply. Just to meet the sloping 

4 requirements,. the area will be increased. We can 

5 Dring a lot of the material that we have to dig up 

6 from Trust 454, JV6G, and ~icb oil in to help with 

7 that. I don't k~ what the tinal area estimate of it 

8 is. it will be Qigger. It won't be as big as-- It 

9 will be somewhere between three and a half and seven 

10 acre•, I would ..., .• 
.. 

11 Q. H.ow _,Aigb? -
12 MI. BJADLIY: ~ybe in the middle of 

13 that -- I don't k~ exactly bow bigb. You know, 

14 that • a something 'f.e need to design. it might be 

15 better for some r~ason 15 feet or 20 feet. It 

16 wouldn't be any :bitber than it is today. But we have 

17 to think of tbe Qeat way to place materials in some of 

18 the low spots so we can minimize our grade. I don't 

19 tbink we can get,,an answer at this stage exactly what 

20 the things are looking like when they are designed. 

21 When we have all the initial, upfront stuff done, then 

22 we can. We caa., an approximate cost, but we can't 

23 design it it upfr•at, because that is putting a lot of 

24 money into sometbL;.ng that may have to be changed,, 
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1 based on the slopage 

2 Q. You keep saying we, but has EPA taken 

3 over ownership of the pile? 

4 Ma. BRADLEY: No. No. We will not take 

5 over ownership, but the way it works is that there is 

6 it depends on who implements it. Now, if EPA 

7 continues to spend their money on this, then the 

8 operation and maintenance is EPA's responsibility 

9 while it gets turned over to the state. If the 

10 potentially responsible parties actually come forward 

11 and do this, then it's tbeir responsibility, and ~ill 

12 be something that they do under a legal agreement. We 

13 will never assume ownership of it. That obviously 
: I 

'-..__/ 

14 isn't in our interest. We are just trying to clean up 

15 up the problem, not get our own liability. You can 

16 see we will maintain, and have this and -- I guess it 

11 will depend on different people, depending on who does 

18 it. 

19 Q. In other words, Taracorp still owns the 

20 property? 

21 MR. BRADLEYr Yes, they do. There is a 

22 whole liability to tbea for that pile, and ground 

23 water that I don't want to even get into. 

24 Q. Are you assuminq --
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1 M9. BRADLEY: George nad his hand up. 

2 Q. Are you going to pipe the water from your 

3. pumps directly to the treatment plant, or are you 

4 going to use lo~als~ 

5 .Ma. ·aaADLEY: Well, at some point out we 

6 are going to treat it up front, and I assume we are 

7 going to pipe it'to the plant. 

8 Q. Say we say that even if you treat it 

9 there, if you let discharge -- I think you should pipe 
.9 

10 it to a treatmen~ plant, rather than use our local. 
.. 

ll MJ. IRADLIY: That's what I said we Vbuld 

12 do. 

13 Q. Bow about where the lead comes from in 

14 Missouri? Are tb~ae --

15 111. IJADLIY: I didn • t hear the first 

16 part. 

17 Q. Bow about where the lead -- A lot of the 

18 lead is lying in·· Missouri in tnose deep down mines. 

19 Have you ever conaidered that all of this pile 

20 actually putting in the mines from which it is 

21 originally extracted as a fill? 

22 MR. IIADLEY: Well, I guess, yeah, that 

23 was considered .f.or about a second, because whoever 

24 owns that mine ian' t going to want it. You know, they 
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1 

2 

don't want what they. They don't want to be adding to 

it. so, yeah, I mean, it was considered. You know, I 

3 don't think anyone would accept that. You still have 

· 4 the removal cost and getting it there, and then it's 

5 not safe as a land tlll. There is nothing to say that 

6 it wouldn't just leak out in the ground water after 

7 you immediately put it down there. 

8 Q. Bow about lining some of the tunnels in 

9 the coal miles here in Col!insville with it? They've 

10 probably started to sink, and using them as fill? 

11 MR. BRADLEY: These aren't really viable 

12 

13 

l.t 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2.t 

options. You're getting into a class of options I 

don't think people would want that to happen. It's 

not really a reasonable option. 

Q. Wbat do you treat the leaa with to 

neutralize it? 

MR. BRADLEY1 I don't know specifically. 

You can -- There is chemicals that you can use to 

baaically draw lead out of water. It's a metal, and 

you coabine it with solids, or draw it down. I don't 

know exactly what it is. 

Q. Is there risk increase? 

A. Well, I know that there are o·bviously 

lead treatment problems other·placea in the country, 
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1 and I don't know how extens1ve that· is compared to 

'---'-- 2 treating and recycling. That is something that we've 

3 costed it out, tbe whole process, and it's 

4 Q. Yo·u say t:he figure that you got for this 

5 project --

6 Ma. BRADLEY: Pardon. 

7 Q. Are you limited to a certain figure for 

8 this pr oj ect? 

9 A. No. No, we are not. 

10 Q. In otber words, if they gave you $30 mill 

ll to operate $60 of $l00J there is no liait? -~ . 
12 MJ'~ IIADLIY1 Well, it's not that there 

13 is no limit. lobOdy set a limit. No one said, 'You 

14 don't get a $100 aillion, or $7 million.• We have to 

15 always keep in •tad the regulations that we have to 

16 abide by, and the ·•ational Contingency Plan, which we 

17 operate under. Because if we spent money that is not 

18 consistent witb tbi Rational Contingency Plan, we may 

19 never get it bac•~ We are not spending the money that 

20 we've spent alr•a:ay, and just saying good-bye to it. 

21 we are ·going to j'ee the response parties to try to get 

22 that money back,· and they may also face penal ties for 

23 not having don• -·QN work themselves. So we bave to be 

24 consistent with ~be National Contingency Plan, and 
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l meet applicable laws. These are our limitations. 

2 This is no dout a Superfund site, but if you spend 

3 money on sometning inappropriately, we wouldn't get it 

4 back. That's a serious consideration. 

5 MS. PASTOR: It looks like we are losing 

6 a few people here. I wonder if can move into the 

7 comment portion of the meeting then at this time. 

8 Then, like I said, maybe we can stay around and answer 

9 a few questions. 

10 At this point the comment period, coaaent 
.. 

ll portion would be in the form of a statement or an~ 

12 opinion, and a question. And that will be for the 

13 record. As ~rad said, all of thoae comaenta, along 

14 with anytb ing we get in writing that you can send to 

15 us in the mail, or if you want to say so.ething today. 

16 we alrea~ have a coment period of time extension. so 

17 you have plenty of time to go read up and send 

l8 something in, if you would like. Otherwise, if you 

19 want to make a comment, raise your hand. We will have 

20 you coae up to the microphone. At this point, we want 

21 to make sure the court reporter your name, and if you 

22 are representing a particular organization, or an 

23 agency, or form of government, or just yourself, 

24 that's okay, too, but we want to make sure she gets 
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l everythinq. so, if someone bas a comment, a 

2 statement, or something they'd like to say at this 

3 point for tb• xecord, raise your hand and step on up. 

4 , We'll remain open for just one more 

5 question now. You want to ask a question? 

6 MJ. SKOBISB: The comment I was going to 

7 make then is the people that make the decision have 

8 set a priori~y on personal, public health factors, or 

9 will it be tbe .dollars and sense business. You said 

10 yourself you ••de add mix no ceiling, no limitation. 
'> . 

11 You said a flOO million. Would the flOO million co•e 

12 first, or would the public health, personal health 

13 come fir at? You can pu·t that down as a comment. I 

14 believe that they should remove the pile, and that 

15 would eliminate a source of soreness right there. 

16 MS. PASTOJ: For the record, your name? 

17 II.B. s IUB ISB: My name is Kasmir Skubi sh. 

16 I live at 2701 Lincoln Avenue, Granite City. 

19 MJ. POLICBBCK: I'd like to hear a 

20 co .. ent based to this gentleman's question. Make it 

21 again. 

22 liS. PAS TO a a If you have just a statement 

23 then, a thought, a question this is the time to say 

24 it. Like I say, if you don• t want to say it now think 
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1 it over and send us something, that's tine, too. 

2 No comments? Ckay. All right. Well, I 

3 guess we will close tnis comment portion of the 

4 meeting. Did you want to saying something? Ckay. 

5 Well, then, I guess we can end the meeting, if that's 

6 okay with you. But we ·have the room for a little 

7 while. So we will stay around, if you want to ask 

8 Brad a particular question, or something special is on 

9 your mind, we'll be glad to stay for a little while 

10 and talk with you. Thank you for coming. 
.. 

11 , 

12 

13 * • • • • * 
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